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The Environmental Perceptions of Pre-service Secondary School
Teachers about the Global Environment

Cheol Cheong
Departrment of Enviionmental Education, Daegu University, Gyeongsan, Gyeongbuk, 712-714, Korea

Abstract: The purpose of this study is to investigate the environmental perceptions of pre-service secondary school
teachers about the global environment. The Subjects are 133 pre-service secondary school teachers. As an indicator of
environmental perceptions, the modified New Environmental Paradigm (NEP) instrument was used. This modified NEP
instrument consists of four dimensions: the negative results of growth and technology, relation of humankind and nature,
quality of life, and limits of biosphere. The results of this study suggested that a majority of pre-service secondary
teachers held ecological environmental perceptions. They also had a similar environmental perception to education major.
However, there were significant differences in environmental perceptions and the variables of education experience on
environment-related subjects. Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that environmental education be a
mandatory course in education programs.
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Table 1. Four dimensions of NEP instrument
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Number of statements

Dimensions Number of items - -
affirmative negative
Negative results of growth and technology 8 1~8
Relation of humankind and nature 6 9, 13, 14 10, 11, 12
Quality of life 4 15, 16, 17, 18
Limits of biosphere 3 19, 20, 21
Total 21
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Table 2. Frequency distributions of support for NEP statements and mean scores

%
NEP statements Mean score
SA MA N MD SD
1 Science and technology give damage as well as 158 144 90 08 0 405
usefulness to us.
It is more important than that teach science and
2 technology that teach about nature. 120 376 383 120 0 350
3 When humfmS interfere with nature it often 196 8.1 23 0 0 447
produces disastrous consequences.
4 It is can not depend contlnu.ally on science and 63 183 241 263 45 317
technology to solve humankind problem.
5  Humankind is severly abusing the environment. 24.1 594 143 23 0 4.05
Rapid economic growth makes more problems
6 than that is often profitable. 90 654 233 13 038 380
7 Our country people must reduce consumption 195 103 293 180 08 3.5
some years forward.
3 .If economy of the countr}f stops growth, is going to 15 30 113 66.9 173 205
improve more as people live.
9 Human§ should adapt to nature rather than modify 436 549 08 08 0 441
1t to suit us.
10 Humans have the 'nght'to modify the natural 293 459 165 60 23 394
environment to suit their needs.
m Mamta.mmg economic grt.)wth is more important than 135 579 248 38 0 381
protecting the natural environment.
12 Humankind was created to rule over the rest of nature. 28.6 58.6 75 53 0 4.11
13 Humans should live in harmony with the rest of nature.  62.4 323 45 0.8 0 4.56
14 The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset. 8.3 29.3 30.1 30.8 1.5 3.12
15 Humankind ?an.lmprove_standard of living continually 23 5.6 271 36.1 90 276
through application of science and technology.
16 Ecopomlca! growth improves our country everybody's 105 496 26 150 23 351
quality of life.
17 It is not llmlFefi in degree that can improve our 08 45.1 241 188 23 341
standard of living for long-term.
18 Technology can overcome mostly environmental 6.0 398 30.1 211 30 35
problems.
19 Earth is like a spaceship with only limited room 120 459 211 173 38 345
and resources.
20 There are limits to economic growth even for 38 526 271 12.8 38 340
developed countries like ours.
21 We are approaching the limit of the number of 45 383 383 165 23 396
people the earth can support.
Total 3.65

Note. SA=strongly agree; MA=mildly agree; N=neutral; MD=mildly disagree; SD=strongly disagree.
Mean scores ranged from strong NEP support S through neutral 3 to strong rejection 1 of the NEP. Means were calculated by
averaging the raw scores for each statement.
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Table 3. Mean NEP scores of four NEP dimensions

Dimensions Mean score SD
Negative results of growth and 358 037
technology
Relation of humankind and nature 4.07 0.44
Quality of life 344 0.63
Limits of biosphere 337 0.67
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Table 4. Mean scores of four NEP dimensions according to major

Dimensions Phy (N=26) Chem (N=25) Bio (N=39) Envi (N=25) Math (N=18) Total (N=133)
Negative results of growth and technology 353 3.50 3.61 3.66 357 3.58
Relation of humankind and nature 4.02 3.87 4.04 4.05 3.94 4.07
Quality of life 3.18 292 3.15 3.50 356 344
Limits of biosphere 324 327 329 371 341 337
Total 349 3.39 3.52 373 3.62 3.65

Note. Phy=Physics education; Chem=Chemistry education; Bio=Biology education; Envi=Environmental education; Math=Mathe-

matics education.

e

7 14 Al digh ov] 35 wAR] A¥
¥4 A= Table 49} Zo], 24 FF) tjsle] &
74 QY A RS, Fiug, YERS, 5
A%, sPEhg AFAte] <o yehgth A4 21
Pol o AFy B 4 YE FAHoE
o Aol ek ggtovt, 34ws 4 48}
W& AFA] 37 4 Havt o2 AT oy
ARG A LpeRdT

RS A o] A= g AFA A
01" =X, sEtus dyatEc 03438 52 A

&
2

3

3z
HE HAETL oA ol HFAEo] WY #
e e 7dRlel a8 84 QA4 9
FWN HEQ Rez AZdn. & $us 9§
Sk A9 dnl wAREe] u7led, $£Hed,
st 5 4 ARE £8P WEel Ed,
3ot AEas A9 o] wAtRn A7 $739
ket o Aeol e RS gidez wol
HalA=S vehd ojd] wet A7 §749] 471
39 AR HFY Ao} YuAE 2AReR
Wz A3 A 84 A9 AolE A es

N O

A9 5 A Ao F 4B 39 ) g
A3 37 A4l Aolg BARCE FFer

A A0 a71A ey el dig AE 3
A& FARSR g ol YA ke
v, 3RS Age] o] IAbso] Jetus H3e
ou] WA ulE] 4714 &g 9o BFeA w2
AegE VeI gt Aol db] aAES
o2 A3l s s A ddelx T we
AeE JERAA

o] @A sletas 3 oH] WAks 169,
179, 188 &gl tigh SgolM Fgro B
75 Yepligict o] 388 25E ¥4 A&Ee=
A 4l mE & A Faed £, dAvt

>
N
N

UERR AT

A8 374 QA
A7) flatd, 84 A
2] oy
Aol e IS
At 438-& o EA
YA S 49 F 4k
el $3 # g &
# 3.52%)0] e
AXeR & 2l

Me 1683 208 F-glo
2 37 A4S YEMISTHP< 05 55).

59| o

&7
Aol s (18

(2

noom, F
ol 247} 57

3

y O

o AR A%E
WA ke Hekng
23 ke
s o)
2 dgik. = A,
o £y
& A U WA
Wi 3099 5

ol#fgt zlol= Wi Fa16d, 20H)e] F&itol
A vERd ble} ol A WA A $Fke] B
AE vepd Zo2 FA3tag AF9] on] WAL

W% 9

~5 o]
T

Aol on] wAFEe] wisg



AT}, ol el A PAREE Yk B2
ARG ohje} QS B 23k, 53] FEeEAN
W Jolg Wiel wew 47

NeAz Y At T 9T ®
% i},

A2 skm 2ol AT Wel g By
§7 w3 A oA Ooe ZAE Folel s
S A7 Aol e 44, 7 2
HeAee e xdge) WAHT Uk we of
A g g A

Hol) gaelel Byl @7 BE 2K sl
A FF NE Qe asel B e =

A}o}ait‘r

AT A, AT 23 el ou] 5 IAES
AL ¥4 A4 AU gled, 715112‘%94
A JHFAI:P'OI obd Aty sjzitiele AU 9
e & AT ey Sk g BN e
o) A 01044 AEDS A G0l FAHE
gr] e Aol oot the F gl Hlst
o] GA vhepgt.

Ao me &7 449 Aol A 2053
39 FUER BAHLR fofw Aole 3191—"]’
3 AH AR 773 ol we $AexE
7 ¥ e #9% Adel e o) whﬂ
73 o] #F Aol gl 04]131 AW s F

g 72

O.

DI u}-w%oamma !
Ade] g elre mE cﬂa] FAVES] Ajst
A APl 24 ofF B B4 4L A
2 Slgith et QN 9T Aseln sl
Aol A ezt 4B WA AdeMe g
o] sl W #7 914 Uehigd. oz e
oEd @7 HAD AA) Lo B Zwd gloly
o AT Byl A8E vehhe, du] wAb 94
oldst B WA AA| el =2 2Ad] glo]
AR 23 2ES YT Y-S o 4 Yk
ma AE 87 Ug 7 24e) FeAs
710 BEH S4L T o, o] TALS Y

ste mRTzaYel 87 B 29l BeHol A

E

o

X7 20| chst ofs] F5 mAR| 8 o4l 279
7€, 53] et sjee] Al wkE Al 4
A7) de] A #HE A7 3] Ho| N &
ZAE A & F e wgo] ey ®
& 37 A4 tﬂﬁ}"ﬂ" dseAE S g
AT 87 XY A A &7 @Ajele) e
Sol F83 9¥s & F UL Aotk

o] dFlME AT 3?}75‘"“ et ey S5 3t
o] AHE ZAR] fs B4 # %
ol e WS Ay, 7RG A ¢Y 2
Ao} g e
AEe] om
T °]°ﬂ w2t A7 A o 2719 A
T FR Pl wt A7 AAE 99 vek A
Al T5 A 87 Yoz ditslel|e oy
—'1‘“—'1‘/} i Fgore) AT 279 T84 o
ol U5 A, 25 AR §74 B @A Folxg
e 874 #- Zfo] oFoA L gle ARelA
vlefe] Stal B wgg ofEold ow] uAR &
74 A AR 25 ATl 228 AAREE AT
& A Aot

l“i
oﬁ.rl

UMe| 2

o] A+ 20028hd = oitista SkedTH] A
Aol sl FRA=HAUCE. AAAA AF =)

&n =8

IS, 1999, 3w w&IE M (V) )=o), A
BeE, SNE, AFH, 37, AE 2Fo)-. 258-307 p.
ARG, 938, 1998, 5&7341%01] oigt Fea At 2

AlEe] ool #gk AT TR XY FenE F
Aoz =TI A, 19(2), 111-119.
ARjNE, FA8}, eHER 2000, 25 SIS 33 <)
23} EHCOﬂ B3 A, ATS, 13(1), 122-132.
Wan), 1991, S wARSS P w3k 94, @7
%, 2, 45-54,
=79, 2000, $4F BAHEY A 2 #T] g 9
A BA a7 deiigaist] kel 202 p.
A58, o], 2000, FALAF 2F8HY0) 7= A
24 oist g 2 "= A5, AE AJolE 34
o=, NS 13(2), 63-73.
o114, 2000, 3t - ] tEAYS 2 Q14 E Elzd oig
H|3W A, S, 13(1), 87-95.
271, olXA, A, 1993, $743 P

Soa HRANEY A4, FTYER

ol #& F
S8, 20(D),



280 ¥

103-113.

229, 2002, LSl ek wAre) A AA] 22
#e] xo]. Mgrisli E7theked HARMI=E. 73 p.

HEHY, 191, & - FF MY B 2] BRuSo] 2
o2 AL S, 2, 533,

Arcury, T. A., Johnson, T. P, and Scollay, S. J., 1986, Eco-
logical worldview and environmental knowledge: The
“new environmental paradigm”. The Joumal of Environ-
mental Education, 17, 35-40.

Catton, W. R,, Jr. and Dunlap, R. E., 1978, Environmental
sociology: A new paradigm. American Psychologist, 13,
41-49.

Dunlap, E. E.,, van Liere, K. D., Mertig, A. G., and Jones,
R. M., 2000, Measuring endorsement of the new eco-
logical paradigm: A revised NEP scale. Journal of
Social Issues, 56(3), 425-442.

Dunlap, R. E. and Van Liere, K. D., 1978, The “new envi-
ronmental paradigm™; A proposed measuring instru-
ment and preliminary results. Journal of Environmental
Education, 9, 10-19.

Gambro, I. S., 1995, The environmental worldview of pre-
service teachers. Paper presented at the Annual Meet-
ing of the American Educational Research Association
(San Franscisco, CA, April 18-22).

Gough, A., 2002, Mutualism: A different agenda for envi-
ronmental and science education. International Journal
of Science Education, 24(11), 1201-1215.

Kuhlemeier, H., Bergh, H. van den., and Lagerweij, N,
1999, Environmental knowledge, attitudes, and behav-
iour in Dutch secondary education. The Journal of
Environmental Education, 30(2), 4-14.

Kuhn, R. G. and Jackson, E. L., 1989, Stability of factor

-

structures in the measurement of public environmental
attitudes. The Journal of Environmental Education,
20(3), 27-33.

Lalonde, R. and Jackson, E. L., 2002, The new environ-
mental paradigm scale: Has it outlived its usefulness?
The Journal of Environmental Education, 33(4), 28-36.

Mosothwane, M., 2002, Pre-service teachers’ conceptions
of environmental education. Research in Education, 68,
26-40.

Owens, M. A, 2000, The environmental literacy of urban
middle school teachers. Dissertation submitted to the
faculty of the graduate school of Emory University in
partial fulfillment of the requirement for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy. 133 p.

Papadimitriou, V., 2001, Science and environmental educa-
tion: Can they really be integrated? Proceedings of the
IOSTE Symposium in Southern Europe (lst, Paralimni,
Cyprus, April 29-May 2).

Penwell, R., Cronin-Jones, L., Hakverdi, M., Cline, S., and
Johnson, C., 2002, Teacher perceptions regarding the
status of environmental education in Latin American
elementary schools. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Associ-
ation (New Orleans, LA, April 1-5).

Stanisstreet M. and Bpyes, E., 1996, Young people’s ideas
about global environmental issues. In Harmis, Gill, &
Cynthia Blackwell. Environmental Issues in Education,
Arena, 37-52 p.

Trobe, H. L. and Acott, T. G., 2000, A modified NEP/DSP
environmental attitudes scale. The Journal of Environ-
mental Education, 32(1), 12-20.

2003 49 289 93 HF
20039 52 159 FEA BT
20033 5Y 24¢ U3 A



	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0041.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0042.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0043.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0044.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0045.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0046.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0047.tif
	JGGHBA_2003_v24n4-0048.tif

